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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 


1. This communication is in response to amendment filed 2/09/04, claim 10 and 20-21 has been 
canceled, claims 22-31 have been added, and claims 1-9, 1 1-19 and 22-3 1 remain pending. 


The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 


The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 1 1, 22, 24, 27 and 29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. In this case, 
regarding claims 1, 11, 22 and 27, specifically added limitation, i.e. registering in response to said 
plurality of participants commencing participation in said distributed transaction is not found to be 
supported by applicant's disclosure. The described coordinator process which registers participant set to 
the name service is not aware as to when participant processes "commenced participating" in distributed 
transaction, it is upon transmitting a publication request and receiving response to this request, that this 
coordinator is only able to determine the a process(es) are participating (not commencing or ending) in a 
distributed transaction. The coordinator process is able to determine the actual member of a distributed 
transaction any time through out the life of the transaction. In response to the results of a publication 
request the coordinator process registers the actual participants in a name service (see disclosure page 7, 
lines 10-15, 21-25, page 8, lines 1-4, 15-23, page 9, lines 23-page 10, line 6 and page 10, line 11 - page 
11, line 6). Further regarding claims 24 and 29, this claim reads that a request for participant data is 
received after a participant has waited for a threshold period of time. According to the background of 
invention written description, a deadlock handler detects that a distributed transaction has been waiting a 
threshold period of time for a resource, the handler may identify participants of the distributed transaction 
through a broadcast query technique (see page 3, lines 13-18). It is not clear where in the specification is 
it particularly pointed out that a process that is participating in a distributed transaction waits for period of 
time. 
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4. Claims 24 and 29 are objected because of the following informality, the claim recites the clause 
"said information" on the first line of the claim, this clause lacks antecedent basis. Correction is required. 

5. Quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in 
this Office action may be found in previous office action. 

6. Claims 1-9, 11-19 and 22-23, 25-28, 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Iba et. al. (Iba) U.S. Patent No. 5,835,766 in view of Kanai et. al. (Kanai) U.S. Patent 
No. 5,778,179 

Regarding claim 1, Iba teaches features of the invention substantially as claimed, teaching a distributed 
transaction processing system/method, (abstract), including; 

registering in a table (name service) data that identifies a plurality of participants (col 10/lines 38- 
57) that are participating (col Mines 51-58) in said distributed transaction (col 8/lines 45-65, col 9/lines 
15-39, transaction see col 2/lines 34-43); 

said name services registers information received from client (col 4/lines 1-32, col 7/lines 66-col 
8/line 5) and provides said information to clients (e.g. 17b) that require the information to retrieve said 
registered information (col 4/lines 23-62); however prior art does not teach wherein said name service 
provides said participant data to a node that request said participant data from said name service; 

Kanai teach a system/method related to distributed transaction processing (abstract, col 1/lines 
10-15), including; registering in a name service server data that identifies a plurality of participants of 
distributed transaction processing (col 1 2/lines 62-col 13/line 8, Fig. 26); a client includes a node different 
than where the name service server resides and configured to request information registered at the name 
service server (col 9/lines 20-45); 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to include Kanai's teachings into Iba's system to enable a client node to request participating data residing 
on another node, wherein participant data includes information about participants in distributed 
transaction process, motivation would be to request participating data including processing to be executed 
in the other transaction identifiers processing nodes and the transaction identifiers of processing nodes 
currently participating in distributed processing transactions, as taught by Kanai. 

Regarding claim 2, retrieve said participant data in response to said node performing deadlock detection 
(Iba: col 4/lines 12-32, col 7/lines 66-col 8/line 5). 
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Regarding claim 3, said distributed operation is a distributed transaction (abstract, col 7/lines 32-40); 
and registering in said name service participant data that identifies which database servers of a plurality 
of database servers are participating in said distributed transaction (Iba: col 7/lines 32-40, col 9/line 9-14, 
database: Kanai: col 1/lines 51-55). 

Regarding claim 4, causing modifying to said participant data to identify a new participant in said 
distributed transaction (Iba: col 9/lines 25-45). 

Regarding claim 5, said distributed transaction is a distributed database transaction being executed by a 
set of processes coordinated by a coordinator process (Iba: col 1/lines 20-24, 58-42, col 7/lines 32-45); 
said coordinator process causing a new process on a database server to participate in said distributed 
database transaction (Iba: col 8/lines 9/lines 40-45); and causing updates to said participant data in 
response to said new process participating in said distributed database transaction (Iba: col 9/lines 54-58, 
Kanai: database col 1/lines 51-56). 

Regarding claim 6, comprises combined limitations discussed on claims 1-3 and 5, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 7, this claim includes limitation address on claims 1-5, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable, farther, assigning a transaction identifier to said distributed database transaction (Iba: col 
9/lines 24-39, col 10/lines 52-56); 

registering in said name service data that associates said participant data with said transaction 
identifier (Iba: col 9/lines 24-39); and 

causing node to request from said name service (published) data associated with said transaction 
identifier (Kanai: col 9/lines 20-45). 

Regarding claim 8, said name service receiving a request from a first process to supply said participant 
data, wherein said name service and said first process reside on said node (Kanai: col 9/lines 20-45). 

Regarding claim 9, retrieving said participant data from one data structures residing on said node in 
response to receiving said request (Kanai: col 9/lines 20-45). 


Claim 10 (canceled). 
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Regarding claims 1 1-19, these claim comprises the computer-readable medium carrying one or more 
sequences of instruction(s) for performing the method disclosed on claim 1, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable to the apparatus claim(s). 

Claims 20-21 (Canceled). 

Regarding claims 22-23, this claim comprises limitations discussed on claims 1-9 same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 25, this claim comprises limitation discussed on claims 3, and 5, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 26, "all participants" is substantially "participants", that is processes (or database 
servers) participating in a distributed transaction or database transaction, respectively, as discussed on 
claims 1-6, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 27, this claim is the computer-readable medium carrying a sequence(s) of instructions 
for performing the method of claim 1 and/or 22, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 28, this claim is substantially the same as limitation discussed on claims 1-8, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 30-31, this claim is the computer-readable medium carrying a sequence(s) of 
instructions for performing the method of claims 25-26, respectively, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

7. Claims 1 and 11 are also ejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Den 
Berg U.S. Patent No. 5,459,871 in view of Neches et al. U.S. Patent No. 4,412,285. 


Regarding claims 1 and 11, Van Den Berg teaches a system/method related to distributing transaction- 
processing (abstract) including; 
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registering in a storage medium ("name service") (col 1/lines 44-49) participant data that 
identifies a plurality of participants (col 5/lines 29-59) that are participating in a distributed transaction 
process (col 3/lines 3-12, col 2/lines 43-66, distributed transaction see col 2/lines 51-66); 

said name services registers information received from client including a node (col 2/lines 13-21, 
col 3/lines 40-53); however prior art does not teach wherein said name service provides said participant 
data to a node different than a node on which said service resides, that request said participant data; 

Neches teaches a system/method related to distributed transaction processing (abstract), including 
configuring a causing a node to request status (participant) data (query status: col 131ines 59-63, col 
14/lines 16-34 transaction identities, col 3/lines 41-54, query to other nodes: col 10/lines 50-61) including 
data that identifies a participant that is participating in a distributed transaction process (Figs. 10-11) data 
registered in the requested node (col 8/lines 54-57); 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to utilize the teachings of Neches to cause a not that requires information about participants in a 
distribution transaction operation to request participant data to a node different from the requesting node 
for stored information including the identity of processes participating in a distributed operation, 
motivation to enable a distributed update communication scheme wherein a client may ascertain the 
current status of processor performing task and analyze the retrieved data and ascertain when and how the 
resources have changed, where nodes can be interrogated with the a minimum of overhead. 

8. Claim 1 as amended is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Neches et. al. U.S. 
Patent No. 4,412,285 (Neches hereafter) 

Regarding claim 1, Neches teaches a method comprising the steps of: 

registering in storage means ("name service") participant data identifies a plurality of participants 
that are participating a distributed operation, wherein the step of registering occurs in response to a 
request to a plurality of process(es) to determine which are participating in said distributed operation (see 
col 3/lines 41-66, col 4/lines 13-38, col 13/lines 59-63, col 14/lines 13-34 and col 15/lines 57-col 16/line 
19). 
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Double Patenting Rejection 

9. A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its support in the 
language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process ... 
may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis added). Thus, the term "same invention," in this context, 
means an invention drawn to identical subject matter. Sec Miller v. Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); 
In re Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 1 14 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 
(CCPA 1970). 

10. A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by canceling or 
amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in scope. The filing of a terminal 
disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 

11. Claims 1 and 11 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of claims 1- 
3 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,594,702. This is a double patenting rejection. 

12. A question of patentability is raised with respect to representative claim 1 of instant application 
under the judicially created doctrine of "obviousness-type" double patenting with respect to claims 1-3 
U.S. Patent No. 6,594,702 and Kanai et. al. U.S. Patent No. 5,778,179 

In this case, (claims 1-3 of '702 patent) describe a name service receiving/storing from a client, 
published data and entity information that identifies one or more duration entities each an entity that has a 
finite duration and that terminates after the finite duration associated with published data; said duration 
entity information includes receiving information that identifies a process and identifies a transaction and 
said duration entity information is associated with said published data; said name service supplying said 
published data to clients requesting. 

The Kanai et. al. reference discloses causing a node that requires information about participants in 
said distributed transaction to request said participant data from said name service. Kanai teach a 
system/method related to distributed transaction processing (abstract, col 1/lines 10-15), including; 
registering in a name service server data that identifies a plurality of participants of distributed 
transaction processing (col 12/lines 62-col 13/line 8, Fig. 26); a client includes a node different than 
where the name service server resides and configured to request information registered at the name 
service server (col 9/lines 20-45). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to consider Kanai 's teachings to enable a client node to request participating data residing on another 
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node, wherein participant data includes information about participants in distributed transaction process, 
motivation would be to request participating data including processing to be executed in the other 
transaction identifiers processing nodes and the transaction identifiers of processing nodes currently 
participating in distributed processing transactions. 

Response to arguments 

13. Regarding claim 1, applicant indicates on page 10 of remarks, that "distributed transaction" is not 
distributed operation. It is respectfully noted that this is not supported by applicant's disclosure. 
According to applicant disclosure, a transaction is an atomic unit of work (see page 1, lines 12-13), and a 
distributed transaction is an example of a distributed operation (page disclosure page 4, page 7, lines 16- 
20 and page 10, lines 7-10). According to the record on communication mailed 12/07/01, pages 3-4 of 
remarks, applicant indicated that the specification has clearly defined the term "distributed operation" as 
"an operation in which processes on multiple nodes participate in accomplishment of the operation, thus 
an operation is something that can be performed and accomplished, like a task or unit of work". 
Arguments that transaction is not an operation are not persuasive. 

14. Applicant sustains that claim limitation "registering occurs in response to said plurality of 
participants commencing participation in said distributed transaction" is supported by applicant's 
disclosure. 

In response to the above assertion, applicant indicates that added claim limitation is similar to 
previously presented claim 21. Claim 21 added via amendment filed 2/19/03, and further cancelled, as 
was presented recited. Applicant provides a description in regards to Figure 2 on page 10. Close review to 
applicant's disclosure, particularly with respect to this Figure, it is noted that it does not provide a written 
description indicating where registration occurs in response to said plurality of participants commencing 
participation in said distributed transaction. 

15. Applicant argues on page 12 of remarks, that prior art does not teach claim limitation as amended, 
specifically, registering occurs in response to said plurality of participants commencing participation in 
said distributed transaction, because according to applicant, in claim 1 registration occurs without regard 
to whether a participant has made a wait-for-request, and the participant information is requested by a 
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node, such as when such a node wishes to perform deadlock detection after expiration of a threshold 
period of time (e.g. such as time out condition being reached). 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, In response to the above argument applicant's 
interpretation of the prior art reference is noted, however, the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
"registration occurs without regard to whether a participant has made a wait-for request, and the 
participant information is requested by a node, such as when such a node wishes to perform deadlock 
detection after expiration of a threshold period of time (e.g. such as time out condition being reached)") 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). This is not a suggestion of any sort. Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See 
In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 02/09/04 have been fully considered but not rendered persuasive. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 136(a). A shortened statutory period for 
reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final 
action. 

Prosecution of this application is closed by means of this final office action § 1.113, applicant 
may request continued examination of the application by filing a Request for Continued Examination of 
under 37 CFR § 1.114 and providing the corresponding fee set forth in § 1.17(e) for the submission of, 
but not limited to, new arguments, an information disclosure statement, an amendment to the written 
description, claims, drawings, or new evidence in support of patentability. Or applicant whose claims 
have been twice rejected, may appeal from the decision of the administrative patent judge to the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences under 35 U.S.C. §134. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Prieto, B. whose telephone number is (703) 305-0750. The Examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday from 6:00 to 3:30 p.m. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the Examiner's Supervisor, Jack B. Harvey can be reached on (703) 305-9705. Any inquiry 
of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800/4700. 

Any response to this final action should be mailed to: 

Box AF 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to the Central Fax Office: 

(703) 872-9306, for Official communications and entry 
Or Telephone: 

(703) 306-5631 for TC 2100 Customer Service Office 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington 
VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 


C/$U{ B. HARVEY 
jUPERViSORY PATENT EXAMINER 




B. Prieto 

TC2100 
Patent Examiner 


